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**Title:** The People of the Philippines vs Domiciano Berame

**Facts:** In Danao City, on the evening of April 13, 1966, Quirico Maningo was shot and
killed while seated in his house. Domiciano Berame, also known as Doming, was identified
by Maningo’s adopted son, Danilo, as the assailant who, from a meter away, fired multiple
shots using a .38 caliber revolver. The crime was quickly attributed to the intense local
political  rivalry.  An  original  murder  charge  also  named Anastacio  Montinola  as  a  co-
accused,  but he died shortly after.  Following the event,  law enforcement discovered a
rubber shoe in a nearby swamp, which matched Berame’s right foot size, further implicating
him. Berame went into hiding and only surrendered a month later. Montinola, in a statement
made shortly before his death, admitted to his and Berame’s involvement in the murder. The
trial court found Berame guilty, a verdict he appealed.

**Procedural Posture:** Closely following the murder, an investigation was launched leading
to Berame’s identification and subsequent flight. His surrender came only after considerable
time.  The  trial  court’s  ruling,  based  heavily  on  eyewitness  testimony,  circumstantial
evidence like the rubber shoe, and Montinola’s statements, led to Berame’s conviction.
Berame appealed against this decision, maintaining his innocence and proposing an alibi,
which the trial court found unpersuasive.

**Issues:**  The case centered on whether  the evidence presented was sufficient  for  a
conviction. Key issues included the credibility and validity of eyewitness testimony, the
relevance  and  impact  of  circumstantial  evidence  (such  as  the  found  rubber  shoe  and
Berame’s  flight)  on  Berame’s  guilt,  and  the  admissibility  and  weight  of  Montinola’s
statements as part of the res gestae.

**Court’s Decision:** The Supreme Court affirmed the trial court’s decision, finding the
evidence against Berame sufficient to warrant a conviction for murder. The Court rejected
the  defense  of  alibi  presented  by  Berame,  placing  greater  weight  on  the  direct  and
circumstantial evidence that pointed to his guilt.  Furthermore, the Court increased the
indemnity due to the victim’s heirs.

**Doctrine:** The Supreme Court reiterated several legal principles in its decision. Among
them,  the  principle  that  when  eyewitness  testimony  is  corroborated  by  circumstantial
evidence, a conviction for murder can be supported. Additionally, the Court highlighted the
admissibility of statements as part of the res gestae, emphasizing that statements made
under  the  immediate  influence  of  the  event  witnessed  may  be  received  as  evidence,
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provided they are made before the declarant had time to fabricate or contrive a falsehood.

**Class Notes:**
– **Direct Testimony:** Eyewitness identification is a critical piece of evidence if the witness
had a clear opportunity to observe the perpetrator.
– **Circumstantial Evidence:** Items left behind at a crime scene (e.g., a shoe that matches
the defendant’s foot size) can significantly contribute to establishing guilt.
– **Res Gestae:** Statements made immediately after witnessing a startling event can be
admissible as they are considered spontaneous and reflective of the event’s truth.
– **Alibi Defense:** An alibi must be both convincing and substantiate physical impossibility
for the defendant to have committed the crime.
–  **Flight  as  Evidence  of  Guilt:**  Unexplained  flight  following  a  crime  can  imply
consciousness of guilt.
– **Balancing Aggravating and Mitigating Circumstances:** In sentencing, the presence of
both aggravating and mitigating circumstances can influence the penalty, as seen with the
application of alevosia (treachery) versus voluntary surrender.

**Historical Background:** This case illustrates the impacts of local political rivalries on
personal safety and judicial processes in the Philippines. It also showcases the integral role
of  eyewitness testimony and circumstantial  evidence in criminal  trials,  highlighting the
challenges  and  complexities  involved  in  the  judicial  determination  of  guilt  beyond
reasonable doubt.


